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A CASE

Executive summary

ncreasingly, recreational amenities
that improve local quality of life are
considered a central strategy for
community development.This trend
is taking place as demands for outdoor
recreation increase and the supply
of locations in which these demands
can be accommodated continues to
be constrained.Thus, interactions and
conflicts among recreational users are
becoming increasingly pronounced.
Recreation compatibility, or the manner
in which alternative recreational uses
interact, has recently been understood
as a critical element in recreation man-
agement.This is particularly true given
increased emphasis on multiple-use
recreation sites.

STUDY OF

In this report, we provide an extension
to the 2005-2010 Wisconsin Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan (SCORP) and describe an approach
to examine recreational use compat-
ibility. This approach emphasizes the
spectrum of interaction outcomes (com-
plementary, supplementary, competi-
tive, and antagonistic) with respect to
multiple-use recreational trail systems.

This report is written for a variety of
audiences. In addition to outreach
professionals, planners, recreation
managers, and development practitio-
ners, we have taken care to tie discus-
sion to policy decisions appropriate for
public and private decision makers and
interested stakeholder groups. For those
interested in an overview of our work,
this executive summary can be readily
matched with a quick perusal of key
graphics, photos, and highlighted text to
gain an understanding of key takeaway
messages.

RECREATIONAL

USE

The applied research uses a yearlong
stratified sample of trail users on the
southern portion of the Gandy Dancer
State Trail (from Danbury to St.Croix
Falls) as it traverses the rural land-
scapes of Northwestern Wisconsin.The
methods used to gather data included
a brief face-to-face survey administered
through trail intercepts and a subse-
quent mail survey designed to elicit user
perceptions, characteristics, and activi-
ties.The context for survey results are
further matched with evidence gleaned
from a series of focus group interviews
conducted with a variety of local stake-
holder groups.

Specifically, the following highlights
showcase key findings of our work:

m Recent studies have identified several
aspects that lead to the need for
this applied research.These aspects
include a general lack of empirical
evidence that focuses on trail impacts
and the lack of a comprehensive
approach to recreation compatibility.

m Trails in the Lake States vary widely
in both design and allowable uses.
This said,a common trail type in
Wisconsin consists of a crushed lime-
stone surface on a flat, converted rail
bed.The primary allowable uses of
these trails are non-motorized recre-
ation (hiking and biking), with limited
snowmobile use in the winter.The
Gandy Dancer Trail represents this
common type of trail in Wisconsin.

COMPATIBILITY &

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

m Most users of the Gandy Dancer

Trail reside locally or come from the
nearby Twin Cities metropolitan area
in Minnesota.

The average age of trail users
encountered in this study was 47
years old.

Trail users represented an average
household income of $78,000, which
is higher than the average household
income in Wisconsin.

Recreational use pressures were
highest in the summer and were
dominated by hikers and bikers, while
winter use was weather-dependent
and was dominated by snowmobilers.
Our estimates place total annual use
of the southern portion of the Gandy
Dancer Trail in Wisconsin at almost
50,000 individual user visits (28,000
parties) between October 2006 and
September 2007.

In general, hikers and bikers visited
the trail for exercise, peace and quiet,
and nature-related reasons while
snowmobilers were motivated by the
presence of enough snow (and an
available trail).

Hikers and bikers tended to affiliate
with and also take part in other
non-motorized recreational activities
while snowmobilers were more apt
to hunt and partake in other motor-
ized recreational activities.
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m Hiking and biking appeared to be

generally compatible uses with a
level of asymmetrical (one-way)
competition with ATV use and
hunting. Snowmobiling, on the other
hand, appeared to be relatively
more compatible with ATV use and
hunting.

Crowding was not perceived as an
issue on the Gandy Dancer Trail and,
in general, users were satisfied with
the trail as it currently exists.

In general, trail users gave trail

and community services higher
importance-performance scores

than they gave local tourism ameni-
ties.In other words, characteristics of
the trail itself and its corresponding
gateway communities were consid-
ered both more important and better
performed than the local tourism
amenities studied.

Many trail, community, and tourism
attributes deemed important by
trail users were performing well on
the Gandy Dancer. Scenery, environ-
mental quality, clean public spaces,
clean and available drinking water,
and good local sit-down restaurants
were identified as both important
and well performed.

TRAILS AND THEIR GATEWAY COMMUNITIES

m This said, results suggest priority

areas that could be improved:

« Enforcement of rules, trail
signage, and restrooms were all
perceived as important but poorly
performed compared to other trail
characteristics.

+ Cell phone service and local
business hours were relatively
important services but were rela-
tively poorly performed.

+ Local tourism businesses that
were perceived as relatively
important but were not well
performed included bicycle repair
shops, sporting goods stores, and
take-out restaurants.

On average, users of the Gandy
Dancer spent roughly $118 per visit
in Polk and Burnett counties.When
expanded to annual estimates, this
amount translated into roughly $3.3
million dollars in the local area as a
result of trail user spending.

When combined with local business
effects (interindustry spending),

this translated into a total economic
impact of just shy of $4.4 million
(local multipliers of roughly 1.33) as a
result of trail user spending.

In summary, the results of this work
have been used to develop an opera-
tional trail profile.Important elements
of this profile include trail use charac-
teristics, recreational use compatibility,
marketing, and economic impact data.
This profile helps us understand key
elements necessary for making sound
public and private decisions.This
improved understanding is intended
to lead to improved management and
better future development of trails and
their surrounding gateway communi-

ties.While the findings are specific to the
Gandy Dancer Trail and its communities,

there is ample ability to extend many

of the findings to the broader trails and

gateway communities throughout the
Lake States and beyond.

Results of this work further extend

a more comprehensive approach

to understanding recreational use
interactions.While increased trail use
demands within the context of limited
budgets necessitate multiple uses of
trail systems, understanding recreation
compatibility can allow for progressive
and adaptive site planning that acts

to maximize complementary use and
ameliorate antagonism and competi-
tion. Results of this study suggest that
interactions among recreational uses
can be estimated but remain complex
and subject to change. Certainly, further
research and monitoring would be
prudent steps to capture both local
uniqueness and changing recreational
uses over time.




Figures
Figure 1.The state trails network in
Wisconsin, p. 4.

Figure 2.The southern portion of the
Gandy Dancer State Trail, repre-
senting the study region, p. 5.

Figure 3. Gandy Dancer Trail usage
(number of parties) during study
period, p.7.

Figure 4. Recreational motivation of
Gandy Dancer Trail users, p. 8.

Figure 5. Recreational activity involve-

ment of Gandy Dancer Trail users, p.9.

Figure 6. Recreational use compatibility
as perceived by Gandy Dancer Trail
users, p.10.

Figure 7.Responses to various use
compatibility statements, p. 12.

Figure 8.Responses to various
crowding statements, p. 13.

Figure 9. Responses to the effect of
increased trail use on trail experience,
p.14.

Figure 10. Overall importance-perfor-

mance results for amenity types, p. 16.

Figure 11. Importance-performance

results for trail service amenities, p.17.

Figure 12.Importance-performance
results for local community services,
p.17.

CASE STUDY OF

Figure 13. Importance-performance
results for local tourism business
amenities, p. 19.

Figure 14.Responses of trail users
to issues of local interaction and
involvement, p. 20.

Tables

Table 1. Average land-based recre-
ational activity compatibility ratings,
p.3.

Table 2. Number and length of linear
state trails in Wisconsin by allowable
uses, p.5.

Table 3. Summary of responses to the
allocation of local fiscal improvement
(revenue increase) and fiscal decline
(revenue decrease), p.22.

Table 4. Average individual trip
spending of Gandy Dancer Trail users
on recreational items used during the
trip, p. 23.

Table 5. Average annual spending of
Gandy Dancer Trail users on recre-
ational goods, p. 23.

Table 6. Annualized trip spending of
Gandy Dancer Trail users on recre-
ational items used during the trip,
p.25.

Table 7. Annual spending of Gandy
Dancer Trail users on recreational
goods, p.25.

RECREATIONAL

USE

Table 8. Output (regional product)
impact of trip-related spending by
Gandy Dancer Trail users in the Polk
and Burnett county region, p. 27.

Table 9. Total value added impact
(income—all types) of trip-related
spending by Gandy Dancer Trail
users in the Polk and Burnett county
region, p.28.

Table 10. Employment (jobs) impact
of trip-related spending by Gandy
Dancer Trail users in the Polk and
Burnett county region, p. 28.

Table A.1.Characteristics of the study
sample, p.37.

Table A.2. Respective industrial sectors
for expenditure patterns used to
estimate regional economic impacts,
p.38.

Focus group results
Non-motorized recreationists, p. 11
Motorized sports enthusiasts, p. 15
Recreational trail managers, p. 18
Trail commission members, p. 21
Adjacent property owners, p.24

Economic development and
business interests, p.29

COMPATIBILITY &

ECONOMIC

IMPACTS






Introduction and research overview

ecreation managers, open-space
advocates, and local elected of-
ficials have become sensitized to
the need for parks with linkage
corridors that provide access, green
space, and quality-of-life continuity
within and between communities.
Indeed, since the 1980s, a significant
nationwide effort has created a network
of connecting corridors by converting
old railroad beds.This new trail sys-
tem enhances the health of America’s
environment, economy, neighborhoods,
and people (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy
1996, 2008).This report is written to
focus attention on recreational trails and
their local community context. Further, it
is intended to contribute to the growing
literature on the use and development
of recreational amenities.

Brief literature review
Contemporary planning practice relies
on a wide variety of information and
data to make decisions about how best
to implement sustainable community
development.! Increasingly, natural and
built amenities (i.e., rural landscapes and
infrastructure) that provide locally avail-
able recreational opportunities have
been thought to be a central compo-
nent of this implementation challenge
(Power 1988, 1996; Green et al. 2005).
This is particularly true in amenity-rich
regions such as those found across the
Lake States of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and
Michigan (WDNR 2006; MNDNR 2008;
MDNR 2003). Recreational trails are
important local amenities that provide
local community economic stimulus
as well as recreational opportunities
for local residents. Planned carefully,
recreational trails can utilize local land
resources in a generally environmentally
benign fashion and provide income for
current residents

This new trail system enhances the health e

of America’s environment, economy, ==

neighborhoods, and people.

of future income

1 Sustainable community development has different meanings to different people. For this context,
the term is perhaps best summarized by the Brundland Commission to indicate development
that “meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to

meet their own needs.”
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There is a continual need to test, inter-
pret,and improve our understanding of
the social and economic consequences
of amenity-based activities and their
effect on the local communities in
which the amenities are found. During
the past quarter century, there has been
significant progress to more fully under-
stand how recreational resources, par-
ticularly parks, trails, and related publicly
provided open spaces, are integrated
within community economies (Howe et
al. 1997; Garvin 2001; Marcouiller et al.
2002).

In Wisconsin, there has been a continual
effort to address issues associated

with economic impacts of recreation
and tourism at the community level,
examples of which can be found in an
initially compiled annotated bibliog-
raphy by Haines et al.(1997) and an
updated searchable online database

by Scott and Marcouiller (2005).These
studies have addressed the variety

of specific tourism types, including
festivals, events, and attractions,and

the various types of relevant outdoor
recreational pursuits, including camping,
fishing, hunting, park visitation, and trail
use (cf. Cooper et al. 1979; Marcouiller et
al.2002; Olson et al. 1999).

With specific reference to trail systems,
local economic impacts have taken on
increased importance given intensi-
fied demands for the development of
public open-space corridors and general
tendencies for increased community
dependence on tourism as a source of
income (Keith et al. 1996; English et al.
2000). Park and trail systems have been
shown to provide tangible economic
benefits to the gateway communi-

ties in which they exist (Mules 2005).
These tangible economic benefits are
wide-ranging and include the positive
influence on property values (Crompton
2002, 2004) and the stimulation of local
retail and service sector activity driven
by the inflow of dollars spent by visitors
(Tribe 2005;Vanhove 2005).This second
element involves the stimulating effect
of visitor expenditures on local retail
and service sector activity, often referred
to as “tourism.” Esti-
mating this expen-
diture-driven local
economic effect was
the focus of a recent
workshop compila-
tion on trail expendi-
ture studies (Car-
leyolsen et al. 2006)
and several recent
and closely related
reports (Olson et al.
1999; Marcouiller

et al.2002).1t also
provides one aspect
of the work reported
here.

Another important aspect of trail use
assessments involves recreational use
interactions and the relative compat-
ibility that exists among alternative
uses.This aspect has been brought
forward because of increased demands
placed on trails and conflict associ-

ated with alternative recreational uses.
Conflict in recreational uses has been
defined as “goal interference attributed
to another’s behavior”and is caused

by four basic factors: activity style,
resource specificity, modes of experi-
ence, and lifestyle tolerance (Jacob and
Schreyer 1980; Marcouiller et al.2008).
Additionally, previous research has also
placed environmental dominance and
technological dependency on this list
(Vitterso et al.2004).This conflict can
exist between different user groups,
between different members of the same
user group, and as a result of factors that
have nothing
to do with trail
activity at all
(Moore 1994).

An interesting aspect of recreational use
interaction is the significant amount of
conflict that tends to be asymmetrical,
or one-way.This trend is particularly
acute between different user groups:
that is, one group dislikes the primary
recreational activities of the other group
without reciprocation. For example,
while hikers may dislike the activity of
ATV use, ATV users do not dislike the
activity of hiking (Watson et al. 1994).
Additionally, there is often a“status hier-
archy,” which is often partially based on
equipment and expertise. For example,
within the snowmobiling community,
fast machines with larger engines and/
or certain brand names are seen as
“above” others.This “status hierarchy”
also exists between different user
groups; for example, hikers who had to
move aside for horse groups often per-
ceived the activity of horseback riding
as connoting a higher status (ibid.). This
“status hierarchy”is also based upon the
six previously noted factors that cause
conflict.

While some activities are perceived

by recreationists as causing conflict,
other activities are complementary or
supplementary. More specifically, there
are activities that do not cause conflict
and indeed may even enhance the user
groups’ enjoyment of their recreational
experience.



Based on expert opinion (a modified
Delphi process with recreation manage-
ment professionals), the most recent
Wisconsin Statewide Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Planning (SCORP)
process (WDNR 2006) initiated an
overview of recreational use interactions
in Wisconsin.The empirical results are
summarized in table 1 and represent an
extension of earlier work that addresses
land use compatibility (Clawson 1974).
Note from this table that,according

to recreation managers, the outcomes

CASE STUDY OF RECREAT

of recreational use interactions reflect
positive (complementary), neutral
(supplementary), and negative (ranging
from competitive to antagonistic)
relationships.In a manner that gener-
ally confirms previous work (cf. Knopp
and Tyger 1973; Watson et al. 1994),

this table shows that there is a general
tendency for asymmetrical interactions,
most notably along motorized and non-
motorized lines.

Table 1. Average land-based recreational activity compatibility ratings.

o

=

2

e
PRIMARY USE? <
ATV riding X 53
Hunting 33 X
Snowmobiling 43 4.0
Horseback riding 2.2 3.5
Mountain biking 3.1 3.6
Cross-country
skiing 1.8 3.6
Linear trail biking 2.6 3.9
Hiking 24 35
Wildlife watching 2.2 3.2
Camping 3.9 4.1
Average
compatibility 2.9 3.9

Source: WDNR 2006, 4-6.

g g

e 5 CE™ S € X
w I =0 ") pr =Y
6.5 5.1 5.5 49 5.5
3.7 4.7 43 53 5.7
X 4.0 4.8 43 5.8
3.0 X 3.8 49 4.5
4.7 4.8 X 5.7 8.1
2.6 3.3 4.2 X 5.6
5.5 53 8.2 7.1 X
3.5 5.7 4.7 6.1 6.5
29 6.4 5.2 7.6 6.8
5.0 7.5 7.8 8.2 8.2
4.2 5.2 54 6.0 6.3

IONAL

While the most recent Wisconsin SCORP
assessed recreational use interactions
from the perspective of recreation
managers (seen as experts), there is a
continuing need to extend this compre-
hensive assessment of use interaction
to recreational trail users themselves.
Indeed, many studies have been done
on the conflict between various user
groups: between cross-country skiers
and snowmobilers (Knopp and Tyger
1973), between floaters and motorized
boaters (Shelby 1975), between canoe

2
2= g E
- < 9
6.1 6.9 7.5 6.0
5.4 6.0 6.3 5.0
53 6.3 7.2 5.1
6.3 7.3 7.7 4.8
6.1 7.4 8.0 5.7
49 8.1 8.5 4.7
7.4 8.0 8.7 6.3
X 8.9 9.2 5.6
8.6 X 8.3 5.7
8.9 8.5 X 6.9
6.6 7.5 79

aCompatibility ratings reflect the perceived level of conflict from the perspective of trail users participating in the activities in the left column—
the primary use. Ratings should therefore be read horizontally. Results are based on responses from 23 Wisconsin recreation professionals.

USE COMPATIBILITY & ECONOMIC

IMPACTS

paddlers and motorcraft users (Adelman
et al. 1982), between mountain bikers
and hikers (Watson et al. 1994), between
water-skiers and anglers (Gramann and
Burdge 1981), and between off-road
vehicle users and non-users (Noe et

al. 1982).The bulk of the studies that
have been completed have been purely
descriptive and focused on limited
alternative uses.These issues of multiple
uses, however, have broad implications
for recreation management and the
future enjoyment of recreational areas.

highly competitive
or antagonistic (below 4.0)

moderately to mildly
competitive (4.0-7.0)

supplementary or
complementary (7.0 and above)
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Case study of
recreational trail use

The demands for trails have grown
significantly in Wisconsin (WDNR 2006,
chapter 2) and across the Lake States,
while alternative uses that are poten-
tially competitive have become a key
public policy issue (ibid., chapter 4).

In Wisconsin, the state trails network
involves a system of linear trails that
have widely varying use characteristics
(see figure 1 for a map of the network).
A summary of state-owned trails in
Wisconsin is found in table 2. Note from
this table that most state trails are desig-
nated to support multiple use;in other
words, most trails are open for a variety
of activities. Of the 1,800 miles of trails
owned by the state, over 90% are open
to both motorized and non-motorized
uses.To be sure, much trail mileage is
segregated seasonally; given sufficient
snow, snowmobile use is allowed on
about 70% of the mileage and occurs
in only the winter months. Importantly,
just over 3% of state trail mileage is
designated as strictly non-motorized.
These figures are important because
of an increasing interest in recreational
use interaction and the potential for
competitive and antagonistic use
interactions between motorized and
non-motorized users.

Another interesting aspect of state
trails data relates to average miles per
trail by designated use. Note that trails
allowing motorized use are typically
between three and four times longer
than trails that are designated as strictly
non-motorized. State trails in Wisconsin
also vary significantly in the amount

of use. For instance, bicycle trails such
as the Elroy-Sparta in
west-central Wisconsin
are well known and well
used, while many trails
are relatively unknown
and hidden from use.
Unfortunately, compre-
hensive statistics on
system-wide state trail
usage are not widely col-
lected, but state efforts
are underway to supple-
ment these figures.
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its use characteristics and proximity to
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Historically, the Gandy Dancer Trail was
used commercially as a railroad for more
than 100 years.The name—the Gandy
Dancer—draws from the trail’s rich
railroad heritage. More than a century
ago, when the railroad was being

built, the builders used tools that were
from the Chicago-based Gandy Tool
Company. As the workers toiled away,
they often synchronized the swings of
their tools and the movement of their
feet with vocal cadences, earning them
the name “gandy dancers.”

evaluation allows generalizations to be
made about trail use, recreational use
interaction,and community integra-
tion.2 It exists as a multiple-use trail,
falling into the third category of table
2,namely that it is open to mostly
non-motorized uses with snowmobile
use allowed during winter months with
sufficient snowfall. This use type is repre-
sentative of almost 70% of the mileage
of the state trail system of Wisconsin.

Table 2. Number and length of linear state trails in
Wisconsin by allowable uses (as of September 2007).

Average
Total miles per trail
5

Strictly Number

o i 11.6
non-motorized Mileage 5g
Non-motorized and ~ Number 10
open to both ATVs 41.1
and snowmobiles Mileage 411 ’
Non-motorized Number 22
and open to snow- 57.
mobiles (no ATVs) Mileage 1,259
Undecided and/ Number 5

| 18.4
or closed Mileage 92
Total of all linear Number 42

. 433

state trails Mileage 1,820

Source: WDNR 2007. Note: Information is drawn from a complete list of designated state trails
comprising the Wisconsin State Trail System (all linear trails owned by the WDNR), designated
as such under the authority of Administrative Code NR 51.73.Trails not owned by the state may
become designated state trails under the terms of NR 51.73.

@ Non-motorized allowable uses include walking, biking, rollerblading, and cross-country skiing.
Horseback riding is also included but is often a limited allowable use. Motorized uses include
riding ATVs and snowmobiles and are often found as limited allowable uses.“Undecided”
includes trail uses that are yet to be determined through the state’s master planning process.
Any one use may be limited (allowed for only a portion of the entire length of the trail).

RECREATIONAL

USE

The Gandy Dancer Trail, along its entire
length, currently hosts a variety of
opportunities for recreation, includ-

ing hiking, biking, wildlife viewing, ATV
use in the summer,and snowmobiling
in the winter. Not all uses are allowed
along all stretches of the trail. The trail

is separated into a northern section, the
51 miles that run through eastern Min-
nesota and northward to Superior (ATV
use allowed), and a southern section,
the 47 miles in Wisconsin from Danbury
to St.Croix Falls (ATV use not allowed).
The southern section, which traverses
Burnett and Polk counties in Wisconsin,

Figure 2.The southern portion
of the Gandy Dancer State Trail,
representing the study region.

COMPATIBILITY &

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

serves as the focus of the case study
(see figure 2).This section was selected
because of its common type of allow-
able uses, local interest, proximity to

a large metropolitan area, and rural
location.The land for this portion of

the trail is owned by the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources and

is managed by county land and forestry
departments. Due to the trail’s proximity
to many local amenities such as lodging,
restaurants, and gas stations, it has been
cited as “the most user-friendly trail in
the Midwest” (Polk County 2005).

? PSS G
Gandy Dancer Trail

ST CROX_ %
WD RVER )

Centuria

St.Croix Falls

2This said, there are a host of caveats to this statement that lead us to interject an obvious
recommendation for further research on alternative trail types including various allowable uses,
visitation levels, and locations throughout the Lake States. 5
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As recreational patterns change and
more and more people use the Gandy
Dancer Trail, there has been a growing
sense of conflict among uses, primarily
related to the competition that exists
between motorized and non-motorized
uses.? In this study, data was collected
from users of the Gandy Dancer Trail in
order to establish an understanding of
the range of interactions, a spectrum
that includes both positive (comple-
mentary) and negative (competitive
and antagonistic) use outcomes. This
information is intended to help planners
assess actions to be taken by trail
managers to make using the Gandy
Dancer Trail (and the entire system

of state trails) more enjoyable for all
users. Additionally, the information col-
lected will be used to assess local towns’
perceptions of economic benefits from
the users of the Gandy Dancer Trail,
again enabling a better understanding
of how the trail should be managed.

Objectives and
problem statement

This research was undertaken to provide
a better understanding of trail usage,
recreational use interactions,and com-
munity development. Specifically, our
objectives included (1) the development
of a trail user profile for general market-
ing efforts, (2) application of a com-
prehensive use spectrum approach to
understanding recreational use interac-
tions, (3) integration of user perceptions
regarding locally available amenities
and services for improved local public
decision making, and (4) estimation of
economic linkages and local community
development effects associated with
trail usage.

3 Examples of this growing conflict on the Gandy Dancer Trail regularly arise. For
instance, there have been filed petitions and/or recent discussions about horseback

riding and wintertime ATV use.

The problems that we are attempting to
address are broadly related to recre-
ation management, leisure science, and
amenity-driven rural development.Who
visits recreational trails? What aspects
of the local trail motivate visitation,

and how do differing uses interact?
When during the year do visits occur,
and how is this related to receipts that
flow to local business owners? Where
should communities and recreation
managers focus their decision making
to maximize benefits and ameliorate
potential problems? How can use of a
recreational trail be better integrated
into local economic development
efforts? These are the generic questions
being asked with specific reference to
the Gandy Dancer State Trail and the
citizens of the communities of Polk and
Burnett counties that are affected by
recreational trail use.

Outline of report

This report is organized into two sub-
sequent chapters with several related
appendices.The next chapter provides
an overview of key findings obtained
from the applied research effort.The
final chapter provides a summary and
draws out key policy implications that
are generated by the research findings.
Appendix A provides specific detail
regarding methods used to evaluate
the recreational trail case study, includ-
ing both data collection and analysis
methods. Appendices B and C contain
the intercept schedule and a copy of the
survey instruments used.
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Descriptive results

Figure 3. Gandy Dancer Trail usage (number of parties) during study period.

his chapter outlines the descriptive
results of the intercept survey, mail
survey, and focus group interviews.
These results provide an overview
of the data we collected and serve as
a basis for further analysis (discussed
throughout this chapter and in chapter
3).We have made an attempt at compre-
hensively describing each element of
the data collected. Further detail can be
obtained from the authors.To be sure, it
is important to point out that the results
reflect the quality of our sampling.We
have made every attempt to minimize
bias where appropriate. In interpreting
this data, we have attempted to remain
objective and allow generalizations of
the broader phenomena of trail use
interactions and gateway community
issues where applicable.

Trail use

The estimate of total trail usage
combines data collected by intercept
surveyors with the manner in which
samples were stratified (see appendix A).
The results suggest that just over 28,000
parties or roughly 46,460 individual

trail users utilized the southern portion
of the Gandy Dancer Trail between
October 2006 and September 2007.This
estimate is further broken down into the
estimated number of parties by month
and type of day reported in figure 3.
Note from this figure that obvious usage
peaks existed during the study period.
The most notable peak corresponded

to the early and middle parts of the
summer.The months of June and July
accounted for roughly 37% of all usage
of the trail that occurred during the
12-month
study period.
Late summer

7000

6000

weekday [l weekend/holiday

and early fall
(September/

5000

October) also
corresponded

4000

to a peak,
with a drop
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3000 -

2000 -
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Winter usage, particularly during
periods of good snow, consists of
predominantly snowmobiling. Without
snow, there are small numbers of
winter hikers and day users (joggers)
who frequent the trail. It is important
to note that the Gandy Dancer Trail
exists in a zone that is often hampered
by low snow levels. During this study
period, the winter season (December
2006 through March 2007) had a

particularly low snow level, with the trail
designated “open”to snowmobiles for

a total of only 10 days in late February
and early March. As noted in the figure,
the opening of the trail to snowmobiles
also corresponded to a rise in usage.
Troughs in usage occurred in mid-late
fall (November to December), during
the snowmelt (April), and prior to more
pleasant spring weather in May.

Figure 4. Recreational motivation of Gandy Dancer Trail users.
Note: Snow was distinguished as such on the cold-weather survey instrument but is
identified as “Other”in this figure since the warm-weather instrument did not mention

snow (see appendix C).
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Motivating factor

Trail users were motivated to visit

the trail for a variety of reasons. Eight
specific motivating factors, chosen

for their appropriateness for visitors
who use trails, were posed to users
who participated in the mail survey.
Response results for motivating factors
are summarized in figure 4. For interpre-
tation, the scale of importance ranged
from zero to ten. Average values for all
respondents are shown by the green
triangles, with variation in responses
represented by one standard devia-
tion above and below denoted by the
whiskers (lines).* Note from this figure
that of the eight factors presented as
important to the visit, the key motivat-
ing factors for trail users included trail
quality and the need for peace and
quiet (“Quiet, rural atmosphere”).

Natural Other

features

Further analysis of the responses to this
question suggested that there were two
subgroups that were distinct in their
responses to the question of recre-
ational motivation.The two unique trail
use groups can be generally differenti-
ated by their modes of travel—motor-
ized and non-motorized. In this case, the
motorized group represents snowmo-
bilers,and the non-motorized group
primarily represents bicyclists, hikers,
and wildlife watchers. In assessing each
subgroup’s response to motivations

for trail use, three significantly different
factors were evident and are shown in
the figure by colored stars. Non-motor-
ized use respondents had significantly
higher importance scores for “Quiet,
rural atmosphere”and “Privacy and
solitude” compared to the responses

of the motorized group. Motorized use
respondents had significantly higher
importance scores for the “Other”
category, which most often reflected
the presence of snow. In figures 4, 5, and
6,those variables not showing motor-
ized and non-motorized means had no
significant difference in mean values at
the p <.05 level.

4This is done to provide the reader some understanding
of the variation in responses. For simplification, this

presentation assumes a normally distributed response.
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Recreational trail users often participate
in a wide variety of outdoor recreational
activities.To better understand the
involvement patterns of trail users, we
asked our sample to rank a variety of
different activities. Survey responses for
recreational involvement by activity are
summarized in figure 5.

Again, while the overall involvement
patterns appear to suggest that trail
users on the southern section of the
Gandy Dancer Trail also participated

in biking, hiking, camping, fishing, and
swimming, there were significant differ-
ences among subgroups of trail users.

CASE STUDY OF

Motorized use respondents had signifi-
cantly higher involvement scores for
hunting, ATV riding, and snowmobiling,
while non-motorized use respondents
had higher scores for biking, hiking,
cross-country skiing, and ice-skating.
This pattern underscores the notion that
different user groups undertake differ-
ent associated recreational activities.
Interestingly, there were no significant
differences in responses for camping,
fishing, and swimming among motor-
ized and non-motorized users.

Figure 5. Recreational activity involvement of Gandy Dancer Trail users.

| Range of one standard deviation above and below
A Overall sample mean
3% Non-motorized mean (significantly different from overall at p < .05 level)
+ Motorized mean (significantly different from overall at p <.05 level)

RECREATIONAL

USE

These results generally confirm findings
from previous studies that used similar
procedures.They underscore the com-
plexity of recreational use, user groups'’
different interests, and the differing
patterns of involvement in associated
recreational activities pursued by various
user groups. Further,and more to our set
of recreation management issues, these
characteristics set the stage for how rec-
reational users interact and help explain
the expectations presented in the previ-
ously mentioned use interaction display
generated by Delphi in the most recent
SCORP document (see table 1).

Very
involved
9
- 8
£ 2
E 7 T
o
>
° 6 ‘
>
c
- 5
1)
% 4
- 3 b o3
2
E 3
1
Not | |
involved 0 ! S N S S S S S S S S S
: - RN " -~ & : & & & X &
.G&Q &'§‘}Q leQ\ L‘;*)\Q \&}\Q t.,é'\ %@é s ‘(§ \;‘\& .&&\ ééb& § >

Recreational activity
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Use compatibility
To reiterate, an important contribution
of this study involves the extension of
the SCORP work on use compatibility
that develops empirical evidence from
the perspective of trail users (versus the
perspective of recreation managers).
To address these issues surround-
ing use interaction, a portion of the
survey instrument dealt with eliciting
responses from users of the southern
portion of the Gandy Dancer State Trail
regarding their perceptions of how use
interaction plays itself out.The scale
used for response was first described in
text and ranges from 0 to 10, with repre-
sentative terms including “antagonistic,”
“competitive,”“neutral,” and “comple-
mentary.” Specifically, the following lead
was provided to respondents to the
written survey:
The compatibility of different recreational
uses is a primary interest that drives
this research. Compatibility among
recreational users varies from antago-
nism (one use completely conflicts with
another use) to complementary (one
use enhances another use). In between
antagonism and complementary lie
competition (one use is traded off for
another use) and supplementary, or
neutral (one use has no impact on the
other use).
Using this spectrum of compatibility
from fully antagonistic to fully comple-
mentary, please fill out the following
chart of recreational use interactions
asking yourself.... From the perspective
of my primary recreational activity, how
compatible are the following other uses?
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Results for this portion of the survey
instrument are summarized in figure 6.
Again, for interpretation, the triangle
represents the average response from
all respondents, whiskers denote one
standard deviation above and below,
and stars denote significant differences
between responses of motorized and
non-motorized user groups.

Note from this figure that while bicy-
cling and hiking were deemed gener-
ally compatible with primary uses of
this section of the Gandy Dancer State
Trail (and indeed reflect the majority of
users surveyed), there were interesting
and significant differences between the
level of compatibility perceived by non-
motorized users and the level perceived
by motorized users. Notably, motorized
users responded with higher compat-
ibility scores for ATV use and hunting
than non-motorized users. Interest-
ingly, our results for non-motorized

and motorized users were somewhat
more symmetrical when compared to
previous Delphi results found in the
SCORP work. Assigning significantly
lower compatibility scores for bicycling
and hiking, it appears that motorized
users perceive non-motorized uses as
slightly competitive.

Figure 6.Recreational use compatibility as perceived by Gandy Dancer Trail users.
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FOCUS GROUP RESULTS

Non-motorized recreationists

rails provide different experiences

for different groups of people. For non-

motorized recreationists, experienc-
ing the trail has more to do with nature,
health, and safety.“The solitude is what |
enjoy the most,” one non-motorized trail
user stated. Others went further:“[The
trail] just allows my mind to be able to
connect with nature more than when I'm
out on the road.” Everyone in the group
supported the health benefits that come
from participating in silent sports on
a trail. They also appreciated having a
dedicated trail for walking or biking that
is separated from vehicular traffic. One
person commented, “Running on town
roads is a little treacherous, especially on
weekend nights when the crazies are out
in full force. If you want to ride your bike or
focus on what you're doing, the trail is the
best way to go. We have very few sidewalks
even in town, much less in the country. The
shoulders are pretty substandard.” The
Gandy Dancer Trail seems to be one of the
few walking- and biking-friendly ameni-
ties available in close proximity to Polk and
Burnett county communities.

Non-motorized trail users became very
vocal when the topic of user conflicts
came up, and their comments centered
specifically on their perception of motor-
ized vehicle use.”We would hate to see it
motorized. That would force us ... from

hiking the trail. You can’t hike and have
ATVs coming at you 20 miles per hour down
the trail,” said one person. Another person
summed up ATV conflicts

this way:“The primary issue

with ATVs is the dust, the

attitude, and making the

trail [unusable for others].”

Others focused more on

the attitudes of ATV riders

and how they interact with

others on the trail.“They

wouldn't realize that what

they are doing is hurting

somebody else’s wishes.

They don’t care if somebody

else is bothered.” The group

generally sees ATV riders as

being aggressive, having bad attitudes,
and causing extensive damage to the
environment. Expansion of Gandy Dancer
Trail use to include ATVs was a primary
concern to all in the group.“l am really
afraid of the day when they try to open
up the trail to ATVs, because it is bad right
now,” one person said. The group’s view of
snowmobilers is more positive due to past
experiences.

Other concerns of the group included
underutilization of the trail, up-to-date
signage, enforcement of rules on the trail,
and connections to other amenities from
the trail.

Il
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In addition to the direct assessment

of use compatibility, several issue
statements with Likert scale response
choices (ranging from “strongly agree”
to“strongly disagree”) were posed to
survey respondents to elicit further
evidence of recreational use interaction.
These additional issue statements and
respondents’ responses are summarized
in figure 7.For interpretation, verbatim
statements from the survey instrument
are shown on the horizontal axis.

Note from this figure that trail users
were fairly adamant in agreement

that their own use did not impact the
enjoyment of others. Wider variation
and more neutral tendencies existed

for responses to a statement that the
Gandy Dancer Trail has exceeded its
ability to produce high-quality recre-
ational opportunities.The caveat to this
particular response pattern included an
inability to discern any explanation as to
why. As for the ability of management
to affect recreational use interaction

by strictly enforcing rules, responses
suggested wide variation of opinion
with neutral tendencies, but general
agreement was evident in the responses
to the statement about the ability of
proper trail design to minimize con-
flicts. Interestingly, there was no general
agreement in response to the statement
regarding support for single uses, which
may suggest that people may actually
appreciate and expect multiple uses on
trails if done appropriately.

Figure 7. Responses to various use compatibility statements.
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A CASE STUDY OF

Figure 8. Responses to various crowding statements.
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This latter point of expectations of
having others use the trail was further
probed using issue statements and
Likert scale responses that focused on
the issue of crowding.These verbatim
statements and their responses are
summarized in figure 8. Note from the
figure that respondents perceived little
issue with crowding on this portion of
the Gandy Dancer Trail and generally are
not bothered by their encounters with
others along the trail (the first and last
issue statements in figure 8).Wide varia-
tion with neutral tendency was evident
in the responses to the statement”l
prefer to be alone while recreating on
the Gandy Dancer.” Finally, respondents
voiced general disagreement regarding
the notion that increased popularity

of the Gandy Dancer Trail has compro-
mised their enjoyment of the trail.

